Historic,  Arcliive  Document 

Do  not  assume  content  reflects  current 
scientific  knowledge,  policies,  or  practices. 


It  has  been  "brought  to  our  attention  that  the  advertising  "bureau 
of  the  milling  industrj^  is  stating  that  the  Bureau  of  Home | Economics  in 
the  food  "budgets  presented  in  two  piihli  cat  ions  of  the  Department  of"  ^'    V  E  D 
Agriculture  (Circtilar  296  and  Miscellaneous  Riblication  18^)'^s  alt.enipt-1934 
ing  to  restrict  the  use  of  ^:7he£-.t  and  w?iGa,t  products  and  is- implying  tha^^  ^.-riculture 
nutrition  au.thorities  outside  the  Govermrent  would  not  agree  to  the  state-" 
ment  on  page  2  of  Circular  ,"'96  that  "the  general  v.bo  of  either  of  the  two 
diets  at  the  highor  levels  of  nutritive  content  would  ***  improve^.the- 
health  and  efficiercy  of  the  population." 


To  support  its  arg'jment,  the  milling  industry  is  comparing  the 
allowances  of  grain  products  in  our  suggested  food  budgets  with  the  dis- 
appearance of  wheat  attri'buted  to  human  cons-umption,  and  is  circularizing 
letters  signed  hy  Doctors  Mendel  and  McCol?uUiTi  in  support  of  the  liberal 
use  of  wheat.    These  letters  have  appeared  among  the  paid  advertisements 
in  seme  of  the  scientific  journals,  such  as  the  Journal  of  the  American 
Medical  Association.    They  are  couched  in  general  terms  but  special 
emphasis  is  given  b;/  the  milling  industrj^  to  a  quotation  from  Doctor 
McCollum'  5  letter  to  the  effect  that  "wheat  flour  might  well  malce  up  40 
percent  of  the  diet  of  the  American  people." 

In  rosponso  to  n-'imerous  requests  from  home  economists  in  various 
parts  of  the  country  for  inform.aticn  on  the  matter,  I  am  enclosing  two 
memoranda  which  present  some  of  the  pertinent  facts: 

1.  A  comparison  of  the  allowances  of  grain  products  in  the  food 
budgets  suggested  in  Circular  296  with  present  consumption 
of  these  products  and  with  food  trends. 

2.  Quotations  from  scientific  writings  of  nutrition  experts  with 
reference  to  dietary  changes  at  different  levels  of  income  and 
the  nutritional  significance  of  such  changes. 

We  would  be  glad  to  answer  any  questions  y:u-  m.ay  have  on  this 
matter,  or  to  hear  from  you  as  to  any  aspects  of  it  that  come  to  your 
attention. 

Sincerely  yours. 


584(9/26/34) 


Louise  Stroiley, 
Chief. 


A  Comparison  of  the  Allo"^ancer.  of  G-rain  Products  in 
Jood  Sudgets  S-oggGsted  in  Circular  296  vi^ith 
Present  Consumption  of  these  Products 
and  with  Food  Trends 


Circular  296,  "Diets  at  four  levels  of  nutritive  content  and 
cost,"  and  Miscellaneous  ?u"blication  183,  "?ood  "budgets  for  nutrition 
and  production  programs,"  Doth  present  four  diet  plans,  x^orked  out  to 
guide  food  selection  of  families  at  different  income  levels. 

In  these  plans  the  quantity  of  grain  products  V3.ries.    Far  from 
disparaging  the  use  of  grain  products,  as  implied  by  the  milling  industry. 
Circular  296  points  out  on  page  7,  that  "bread,  flour,  and  cereals  "yield 
for  the  expenditure  excellent  returns  in  calories,  protein,  phosphorus, 
and  iron."    In  the  loT7-cost  diets,  these  facts  are  fully  recognized,  and 
the  suggested  quantities  of  grain  products  exceed  computed  average  con- 
sumption per  capita  per  year  for  the  period  1935-29.     The  "restricted 
diet"  plan  includes  240  pounds  and  the  "mininiuir--cost  adequate  diet"  plan 
includes  224  pounds  of  flour  and  cereal  per  capita  per  year,  vrhereas  the 
average  cons-'omption  is  usually  estimated  at  220  povjids. 

Our  growing  knowledge  of  nutrition,  however,  clearly  points  to  the 
desira.oility  of  varied  diets  which  include  a  large  proportion  of  the  "pro- 
tective foods"  (milk,  vegeta"bles,  and  fruits).    T'.ie  two  more  expensive 
diet  plans  presented  in  Circulaa^  296  include,  therefore,  large  proportions 
of  the  foods  that  yield  high-quality  proteins  and  nutritionally  significant 
minerals  and  vitamins,  —  elements  contriouting  to  "oetter-than-average 
health.    But  in  order  to  keep  all  of  the  s'cv^gested  diets  ahout  equal  in 
calorie  value,  the  more  expensive  diets  which  include  increased  quantities 
of  milk,  succulent  vegeta'oles,  fruits,  eggs,  and  lean  meats,  include  less 
of  dried  legumes,  potatoes,  and  grain  products  than  is  consumed  at  present, 
on  the  average.    The  quantity  of  ^rrain  products  in  the  "moderate-cost  adequate 
diet"  amounts  to  160  pounds  per  capita  per  year,  and  to  ICQ  pounds  in  the 
"liberal  diet." 

The  figures  for  grain  products  in  the  four  diet  plans  cannot,  however, 
"be  compared  directly  with  the  estimated  average  consumption  of  220  pounds. 
This  latter  fi^re  is  computed  from  sto-tistics  on  production,  export,  import, 
allowances  for  seed,  feed,  and  the  wastes  of  distribution,     the  residual 
figv.Te  of  220  poijnds  thus  obtained  for  human  con5i:unption  includes  a  mach 
larger  allowance  for  household  waste  than  do  the  four  food  budgets.  The 
total  volume  of  food  "estimated  as  consumed"  yields  a.bout  3,350  calories 
per  person  per  day.     This  presumes  household  waste  amounting  to  almost  20 
percent  of  the  calories.     Only  a  minimal  ailowrnce  —  about  5  percent  — 
was  mp.de  for  household  v/a,ste  in  the  food  budgets.    Hence,  for  direct  comr- 
parison  with  the  food  budgets  sho^-n  in  Circular  296,  the  computed  con- 
sumption of  grain  products  should  be  reduced  by  about  15  percent,  or  from 
220  pounds  to  a-pproximately  187  -oounds  per  person  per  year. 


As  stated  on  page  4  in  Circular  296,  the  majority  of  families  in  the 
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United  States  during  the  years  1922  to.,,1929  spent  for  food  an  amount 
midway  between  the  retail  values-  of  .the .  rainimurn-  and  moderate-cost 
adequate  diets.    Had  they  purchased  food  in  accordance  with  our  diet 
plans  —  consumption  of  grain  products  would -have  "been  midway  between 
224  and  160  pounds  per  person  per  year,  or  jibout  192  pounds.    This  is 
practically  the  amoimt  estimated  as  consumed  between  1925  and  1929, 
(187  pounds)  when  the  computed  consin'nptlon  figures  are  reduced  to  the 
calorie  basis  used  in  the  food  budgets  in  Circular  296. 

Tlie  fact  that  our  recommendation  with  regard  to  grain  products 
for  the  average  family  with;  present  averagQ  purchasing  power  is  practically 
at  the  level  of  present  average  consumption  does  not,  however,  mean  that 
present  food  habits  are,  ideal  food  habits  from  the  standpoint  of  good 
nutrition.    With  increased  purchasing  power  and  with  an  appreciation  of 
the  benefits  of  good  diet  to  physical  vigor  and  efficiency,  the  trend  in 
food  consumption  will  undoubtedly  be  toward  the 'increa.sed  use  of  the  "pro- 
tective foods"  —  dairy  products,  leafy  and  green-colored  vegetables,  and 
fruits,  with  a  consequent  decrease  in  the  total  quantities  of  other  foods. 

It  is  well  known  that  families  who  can  afford  a  varied  and  flavorful 
diet  now  cons^oine  mere  dairy  and  livestock  products,  more  vegetables  and 
fra.it s  and  less  grrdn  products  than  formerly  and  also  more  than  is  now  eaten 
"by  families  witli  more  restricted  incomes.    It  seem-s  inevitable  that  this 
trend  will  continue.-    Improvements  in- the  production  of  vegetables,  fruits, 
dairy  a.nd  livestock  products,  c?Jong  with  the  im.proved  facilities  for  tra.ns- 
portation  ,and  presorva.tion,  have  brought  to  the  public  an  abimdant  year- 
round  supply  of  many  foods  that  once  were  available  only  in  certadn  localities 
and  during  certain  seasons.    There  is  no  reason  then  to  expect  a  reversaJ 
of  these  food  conr.umption  trends,  especially  at  the  higher  income;   levels.  . 

These  shifts  in  food  consimiption  need  not  mean  mach  curtailment  in 
grain  production  for  domestic  use  in  this  country,  but  will  mean  that  a 
larger  proportion  of  the  grain  produced  will  be  used  for  the  feeding  of 
livestock  for  milk,  meat,  rnd  fat  production,  and  a  lesser  proportion 
directly  for  h^jman  food.    IJor  do,  -  these  shifts  mean  a  general  reduction  in 
the  acreage  devoted  to  the  nation* s  food  supply.    According  to  estimates 
of  the  Program  Planning  Division  of  the  AgricTiItiiral  Adjustment  Administration, 
it  would  taJ^e  practically  as  much  Land  to  produce  the  "moderate- cost  .adequate 
diet"  as  it  took  to  produce  the  food  supply  apparently  consumed  in  1925-29, 
and  it  would  take  considerably  more  to  loroduce  the  "liberal  diet"  for 
everyone. 

Agriculture  must  adjust  production  to  meet  changing  demand.    An  en- 
larged purchasing  power  for  the  majority  of  fam.ilies  in  this  country  could 
mean  a  grea.tly  expanded  industry  —  not  because  m.ore  food  would  be  eaten, 
but  because  of  a  change  in  the  ld.nd  and  quality  of  the  food  cons-umed. 

The  publications  cited  indica^te  what  will  probably  be  the  course  of 
food  consnmption  at  different  income  levels,  as  judged  both  by  our  potential 
food  supply  and  by  our  present  knowledge  of  nutrition,  and  thus,  these  plans 
can  serve  as  a  guide  to  a  balanced  a.gri cultural  program. 


Qiiotations  from  scientific  V7ri tings  of  nutrition  experts  with 
reference  to  dietary  changes  at  different  levels  of  income 
and  the  nutritional  significance  of  such  changes 

In  a  "memorandum  for  memhers  of  Congress  from  wheat-producing 
States,  farmers,  and  others  interested  in  wheat  and  wheat  products," 
a  publicity  agency  of  the  milling  indastrj^  charges: 

"Subversive  influences  within  the  Government  itself,  centered 
in  the  Bureau  of  Home  Economics,  are  striving  further  to  reduce  this 
cons\3Tnption  of  grain  products  by  urging  an  'ideal'   diet  in  which  the 
recoriimended  consumption  of  wheat  for  human,  food  is  r3duced  to  a  maximum 
of  nearly  one  half  

"Medical  and  scientific  opinion  outside  C-overnment  bureaus  strongly 
recomm.ends  the  eating  of  more  rather  than  less  v:heat." 

In  further  objecting  to  the  "liberal  diet"  presented  in  Circular  296, 
this  agency  states  that  "such  eminent  authorities  as  Dr.  E.  V.  McCcll-jm  of 
the  Johns  Hopkins  University,  Saltim.ore,  Maryland;  Dr.  Lafayette  3.  Mendel 
of  Yale  University,  ITew  Haven,  Connecticut,  and  Dr.  Alonzo  Taylor  of  Stanford 
University,  California,   (agree)  that  there  was  no  physiological  reason  for  . 
the  recommendation  of  a  decreased  consiun^tion  of  wheat  products,  but  that 
the  consumption  could  be  sai"ely  increased." 

In  an  accom.panying  m.emorandum  the  B-uTea,u  of  Home  Economics  compares 
the  allowances  of  grain  products  in  the  food  budgets  presented  in  Circular 
296  with  present  consumption  of  flour  and  cereals  in  this  country.     It  is 
pointed  out  that  the  four  food  budgets  presented  are  formulated  for  families 
at  different  levels  of  income.    The  food  budgets  for  the  average  Am.erican 
iemlly  with  its  present  purchasing  power  include  about  the  qua^ntity  of  grain 
products  now  estimated  as  consumed,  if  allowances  for  household  waste  are 
reduced  to  a  comparable  basis. 

It  is  also  pointed  out,  however,  tha.t  the  food  budgets  for  well-to-do 
families,   (and  those  who  can  produce  much  of  their  own  food),  include  more 
vegetables,  fruits  f;jid  m.ilk  than  is  cons-tuned  at  present.    Tliis  shift  in  food 
habits  will  inevitably  mean  lowered  cons-amption  of  other  foods. 

Opinion  of  Dr.  Mendel  -  Th£it  such  shifts  in  diet  "nabits  have  been  taking 
place  in  recent  years  is  noted  by  Doctor  I.iendel,  ^ho  states  in  the  Journal 
of  the  American  Medical  Association,  July  9,  1934,   (p.  12C)  : 

"lESie  greater  use  of  so-called  protective  foods,  including  fruits  and 
vegetaJbleG,  has  become  wi desnrea.d.     The  insistent  propag-mda  for  the  more 
liberaj  inclusion  of  m.ilk  in  the  regimen  of  the  old  as  ^veil  as  the  young  ia 
finding  acceptance.     It  is  too  early  to  determine  the  possible  effects  of 
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some  of  the  cha.ngi ng  food  habits  through  which  in  turn  meats  and  then  the 
cereals  have  lost  some  of  their  former,  dominant  popularity.    There  are  signs 
that  many  of  our '  adolescent s  are  growing  somewhat,  more  rapidly  than  in 
former  /generations.     Is  this  an  outcome  of  our  modern'^ education  and  advertis- 
ing?   It  is  a  wholesome  trend?    It  is  too  early  to  answer  these  questions 
with  conviction;  hut  our  menus  h8.ve  indeed  changed." 

P.RjiI\jLor-  of  I^r.  Sherriian  -  That  such  shifts  are  probably  wholesome  is 
indicated  by  Doctor  Sherman  in  an  address  "Foods  for  Health  Protection," 
given  at  the  June  convention  of  the  American  Home  Economics  Association, 
which  will  appear  in  the  October  Journal  of  Home  Economics: 

"Research  is  also  needed  upon  the  .extremely  important  question^  How 
mich  of  the  protective  foods  a.oes  one  need  in  order  to  get  the  full  benefit 
which  they  are  capable  of  yielding?    Until  this  question  can  be  studied 
even  more  comprehensively  than  it  has  been,  I  think  it  is  well  to  provide 
at  least  half  of  the  needed  calories  in  the  form  of  protective  foods;  aaid 
also  that  at  least  half  of  the  breadstuff s  and  cereals  used  be  in  the 
'whole  grain,'  or  'dark,'  or  'unskimmed'  forms.    These  two  simple  suggestions 
take  account  of  all  Imown  nutritional  needs.    •l?7hether  further  specification 
will  be  needed  to  secure  the  best  results  (or  whether  any  lower  standard 
will  serve  as  well)  ca.n  be  ascortrdned  with  certainty  only  by  further  research. 

"Each  of  the  two  simple  suggestions  just  offered  will,  as  it  comes 
to  be  more  generally  followed,  gradually  shift  the  emphasis  of  the  consumer 
dem-and.    We  Imow  that  people  in  general  axe  rather  slov/  to  improve  their 
food  habits;  aiid  therefore  we  can  be  confident  that  the  shifts  in  consumer 
demand  will  be  so  gradual  that  food  producers  caji  easily  adjust  themselves 
to  keep  pace,  and  probaJ)ly  v/ith  no  relative  increase  in  the  prices  of  the 
protective  foods.    There  is  sound  health  reason  for,  and  no  sound  economic 
reason  agadnst ,  a  growing  •orcminence  of  the  protective  foods  in  the  American  " 
food  su'PT'ly." 

Opinion  of  Dr.  McCollum  -  In  McCollum' s  letter  dated  November  29, 
19S3,  used  in  advertisements  by  General  Mills,  Incorporated,  and  also 
circulated  through  other  channels  by  the  milling  industry,  the  statement  is 
made  that  "whea,t  flour  might  well  m-ake  up  40  percent  of  the  diet  of  the 
American  people." 

It  is  certain  that  Doctor  McCollum  had  low-income  groups  and  not  the 
entire  AiTi.erican  population  in  mind  when  he  made  that  suggestion,  inasrau-ch 
as  in  the  last  edition  of  "Eood,  Nutrition  and  Health,"  published  in  August, 
1933,  he  says  (p.  121): 

"We  are  eating  too  imich  refined  cereal  products  such  as  white  flour, 
refined  corn  meal,  polished  rice,  and  cereal  breakfast  foods,  potatoes, 
and  suga.r,  and  not  enough  of  the  'protective  foods.'"    Also  in  this  volume 
Doctor  McCollum  recommends  different  proportions  of  grain  products  in  three 
diet  plans,  depending  on  the  income  level.    His  recommendations  range  from 
40  percent  of  the  calories  in  the  case  of  low-cost  diets  to  20  percent  of 
the  calorics  in  the  case  of  high-cost  diets.     The  income  range  covered  by 
Doctor  McColl-om  is  narrower  than  that  considered  in  the  four  diet  plans 
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presented  in  Circular  296.    The  latter  includes  a  ran^^e  in  calories  from 
grain  products  amounting  in  the  "restricted"  diet  to  43  percent;  in  the 
"minimum-cost  adequate  diet"  to  S5  percent;  and  in  the  "liberal  diet"  to 
15  percent  of  the  calories. 

These  comparisons  make  it  clear  that  the  food  budgets  suggested 
in  Circular  296  are  not  out  of  line  with  "scientific  opinion  outside  of 
G-overnment  opinion,"  but  that  they  reflect  the  current  interpretation  of 
the  knowledge  of  nutrition  and  food  cconom.ics. 
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